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Abstract
Governing bodies can and should play essential roles in advancing a glocal agenda. Governance is essential
because glocal work is strategic, includes an accountability dimension and relies on the talents and
perspectives governance participants can bring to the university. Boards should leverage their traditional
oversight and accountability functions and their strategic work. However, to be most useful in this work,
boards should also add a leadership function, in which they make sense of a dynamic environment and raise
key issues for the university to address.
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4.1. Institutional 
Governance for 
a Shared Glocal 
Engagement Mission
Peter D. Eckel
Abstract
Governing bodies can and should play essential 
roles in advancing a glocal agenda. Governance 
is essential because glocal work is strategic, in-
cludes an accountability dimension and relies on 
the talents and perspectives governance partic-
ipants can bring to the university. Boards should 
leverage their traditional oversight and account-
ability functions and their strategic work. How-
ever, to be most useful in this work, boards 
should also add a leadership function, in which 
they make sense of a dynamic environment and 
raise key issues for the university to address. 
A good governance structure and favourable reg-
ulatory conditions can promote innovative be-
haviour among tertiary education institutions. 
The World Bank SABER Governance Report.
Too many college [and university] boards add too 
little value too much of the time. 
Richard Chait, Trusteeship 
Yes, governance is exceedingly important to uni-
versities around the world now and into the fu-
ture as the first quotation suggests. Yet, as the 
second demonstrates, it is exceedingly difficult 
to do well and do well consistently. The chal-
lenges and opportunities of the glocal context 
only seek to exasperate these two points. This 
4
Institutional 
Governance, 
Organization 
and 
Management
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chapter explores the need for increasingly effective 
governance as essential to actualize glocal universi-
ties and offers insights for those governing universi-
ties as to how to move forward. This chapter outlines 
the need for increased and different governance ca-
pacity. It offers strategies to ensure a glocal focus in 
governance, provides a three-dimensional framework 
for glocal governance, and offers a checklist to ensure 
governance effectiveness. The ability to address global 
issues such as health, security, human rights and cli-
mate change, while also addressing local needs such 
as workforce and economic development, citizenship, 
tech transfer and innovation will tax university governing bodies unprepared for the challenges. If they 
are not intentional about governing the glocal university well, which includes putting the right pro-
cesses and structures in place but also adopting the necessary mind-set and perspective, governing 
bodies will fall short of their responsibilities and risk becoming a burden rather than a strategic asset 
for their universities. 
Writing about university governance in a global context is challenging because of the variance in 
governance structures and scope of authority and because the policy contexts in which governing 
occurs differ. To find common ground within this diversity, governance is defined as the structures 
and patterns of interaction through which key stakeholders make strategy-level decisions that affect 
the future trajectory of the university. It adopts a future emphasis and addresses strategy-level deci-
sions to differentiate it from management. Furthermore, this chapter focuses specifically on governing 
boards, which also vary in their composition, structure and scope of responsibilities as well as their 
relationship with government and with university administration. 
Why governance matters more in a glocal context
The demands facing universities around the world are too great and the issues too complex for inef-
fective governance (Association of Governing Boards, 2014; Fielden, 2008; Shattock, 2013). One of 
the pillars of world class universities is having ‘appropriate governance’ (Salmi, 2009: 27). However, 
effective governance does not come without appropriate intentionality. Systems in both established 
and developing governance contexts fall short. For instance, even exclusive of the complexities of a 
glocal agenda, a survey of American university presidents found that one in five individuals leading re-
search universities – those types of institutions arguably advancing both local and global agendas that 
include teaching, research, and economic development, tech transfer and other types of service – lack 
confidence in their board’s effectiveness to address future challenges over the next five years (Eckel, 
2013). The sentiment is echoed in a recent survey of Malaysian vice chancellors (Ministry of Higher 
Education, 2015). Forty-six percent reported that “not all board members are clear on their roles” and 
76 percent noted that the “current board composition is not optimal”.
“If they are not intentional about governing the glocal university well, 
which includes putting the right 
processes and structures in place but 
also adopting the necessary mindset 
and perspective, governing bodies 
will fall short of their responsibilities 
and risk becoming a burden, rather 
than a strategic asset for their 
universities. 
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To risk vast over simplification, universities are facing three challenges that call for increasingly effec-
tive governance and which come into sharper relief in the glocal context:
1. Universities will need to do new things and embark on new pursuits. The world is not
stagnant and universities must understand, shape and respond to evolving challenges in
the myriad contexts in which they operate to remain viable civic institutions.1 Governance
plays an important role in bridging to the external environment, particularly for those gov-
erning bodies that have external stakeholders serving in governing roles (Aghion et al.,
2008). It is also the arena in which stakeholders come together to make decisions about
future institutional or system direction.
2. Because universities tend not to have sufficient financial resources to pursue everything
they would like to, they need to make choices among competing priorities. Governance
is the structure where institutions make choices. “Good governance requires institutional
leaders to be attentive to the mission of the institution. Without a clear mission, institu-
tions often fall into the trap of trying to be all things to all people” (Harkavy et al., 2014:
103). Governance determines mission and sets priorities and strategy within that mission.
3. Universities need to be increasingly accountable for their actions and impact. When gov-
ernments provide universities with more autonomy, as is the case in many countries, there
is a corresponding shift in accountability.
While these three charges are not new, they are likely to continue to evolve, often exponentially, along 
two dimensions: complexity and speed. The result is more pressure to get governance right (Associa-
tion of Governing Boards, 2014, Ministry of Higher Education Malaysia, 2015) and do so within more 
consequential time constraints. 
To complicate matters further, the environments in which universities must operate are changing 
rapidly, and the variance in policy context calls for different responses to a glocal governance agenda. 
For instance, those universities in countries with a strong market-orientation and low state control 
(Dobbins et al., 2011), such as the USA, the UK, Canada and Australia, will require continued gover-
nance capacities to successfully balance market forces with increasingly complex public policy and 
mission-serving objectives that may be at odds with them (Berdahl, 1971; McGuiness, 1997). The 
pull of the market may suggest one set of priorities and pursuits while those of public policy or mis-
sion may suggest another (Marginson and Considine, 2000; Morphew and Eckel, 2009). For exam-
ple, universities may be driven to invest in yet another Executive MBA programme in the pursuit of 
revenue and cut back funding for teacher education or music that requires subsidy. Countries with 
historically more state-centred higher education systems, such as India (Ministry of Human Resource 
Development, 2013), Kazakhstan (Hartley et al., 2015) and Malaysia (Ministry of Education, 2015), are 
advancing autonomy agendas that require new and heightened capacities for self-governance. Less 
direct governmental control and intervention, including financial support, mean more responsibilities 
1 Some will argue with this point, seeing that universities also serve an important conserving function, which they do. However, they also need to be 
responsive to evolving needs, new fields and disciplines, cutting edge research and social and economic development. 
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for universities and their governance bodies. Compliance with ministerial policy is no longer the gold 
standard, but financial success and mission relevance are the twin indicators of university wellbeing. 
These universities most likely need to develop their governance capacity within a complex glocal con-
text where little robust governance capacity existed before (Hartley et al., 2015).
The importance of governance is increasing and it is evolving at the same time that 1) universities are 
changing, and 2) the environments in which they operate are shifting. These threads create a dynam-
ic situation calling for more intentional and effective governance. 
Without intentional focus on the needed governance, universities will likely struggle to meet the de-
mands of both local and global challenges. Too many governance bodies are ‘mired in mediocrity’ and 
do not focus on substantive issues, do not have the ability to tap the intellectual capacity of board 
members, do not put in place a culture of collegiality and effective discussion and decision making, and 
do not work to intentionally improve their own governing processes (Trower and Eckel, 2015). Such 
middling performance will be a detriment to universities in a glocal context. As heightened demands 
outstrip the current capacity of most governance bodies, higher education will need to improve gov-
erning bodies that intentionally evolve to add value. They must ask themselves hard questions about 
their priorities, structures and cultures (AGB, 2014; Chait, 2016).
Ensuring a glocal focus
The starting point to governing the glocal university is to understand the multiple roles of governance 
and then to be familiar with how those roles function in a glocal context. Governance has traditionally 
been seen has having two functions – ensuring accountability and providing institutional strategy, 
or conformance and performance roles (Cornforth 2003, as cited in de Boer et al., 2010). In the first 
function, governance focuses on the evaluation of efforts and often public (or governmental) report-
ing. Governance pursues questions related to how well the university is conforming to its mission 
and purpose. The second strand of work focuses on the forward-vision, strategic work of boards to 
advance the university. 
However, governance in a glocal context may well need to step into a third role. Chait, Ryan and Taylor 
(2005) argue that boards should provide leadership, or what they call ‘generative work’. The leadership 
work of boards brings diverse governing board member knowledge and wisdom to the challenges and 
opportunities facing the university to provide overall leadership in conjunction with the CEO for the 
long-term future of the university. Trustees contribute their abilities to think, perceive and frame issues 
and understanding to the collective work of the board to help the university think wisely about its future. 
The leadership/generative work of governance is about “perceiving, grasping and grappling” (Trower, 
2013: 18) collectively on behalf of the university in partnership with the administration and academic 
staff. This work asks governing bodies to look into the future and the unknown, to spend time not ap-
proving policies or ensuring compliance and progress, but “being playful and inventive,” and “focusing 
on higher-order problems” (Ibid: 134). In this line of governance work the board “generates:  1) insight 
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and understanding about a question, problem, challenge, opportunity or the environment; and 2) a 
sense of the organization’s identity in order to most effectively respond... It is about how the organi-
zation or board wishes to frame – consider, examine – an issue”. (Trower, 2013: 12). 
The likely complexity of a glocal agenda demands this type of work because it is fast-moving, ambig-
uous and full of contradictory signals and priorities. In this role, boards should look for clues and cues 
in the environment that will be important to the university, determine how to make sense of what 
they see, determine what ‘frames’ will they use to define and understand the problem or opportunity 
(Chait, et al., 2005), and make collective sense, turning perception and speculation into action. Trow-
er (2013: 12) cites the long-time head of research at General Motors, Charles Kettering, “a problem 
well-stated is a problem half-solved”.
Figure 1. Governance as leadership framework. 
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understand the problem or opportunity (Chait, et al., 2005), and make collective sense, turning 
perception and speculation into action. Trower (2013: 12) cites the long-time head of research
at General Motors, Charles Kettering, “a problem well-stated is a problem half-solved.”
Figure 1. Governance as leadership framework.
Boards will need to develop capacities that allow them to work across these three types of
work. Trower has an extensive comparison (2013: 17-18). Brief highlights appear in Table 1.  
Table 1. Comparing the different work of boards
Accountability Strategy Leadership
Board’s role Sentinel (oversight) Strategist
(foresight)
Sensemaker
(insight) 
Approaches to
problems
Identify them Solve them Frame them
Meeting time Report listening and
evaluating
Deliberating Exploring 
CEO‐board
dynamics
Evaluative Partnership Think-tank 
Strategic
Leadership
(Generative)
Accountabiilty
(Fiduciary)
Boards will need t  dev lop capacities that allow them to work across these three types of work. 
Trower has an extensive comparison (2013: 17-18). Brief highlights appear in Table 1. 
Table 1. Comparing the different w rk of boards
Accountability Strategy Leadership
Board’s role Sentinel (oversight) Strategist (foresight)
Sensemaker
(insight)
Approaches to problems Identify them Solve them Frame them
Meeting time Report listening and evaluating Deliberating Exploring
CEO-board dynamics Evaluative Partnership Think-tank
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The work of boards is and should be complex. Boards need to understand and appreciate the diversity 
of their work across these three dimensions of accountability, strategy and leadership. 
The challenge and opportunities of glocal gover-
nance provide ample opportunity to work across 
these three domains and place increased de-
mands on the leadership aspect of governance. 
The table that follows outlines a set of glocal-re-
lated questions that boards should explore re-
lated to four functions of their work - purpose, 
performance, resources and bridging to external 
communities.
Table 2. A matrix of board responsibilities and governance modes2
Accountability Strategic Leadership
Purpose Do we have sufficient pri-
orities that focus on a local 
level and at a global level? 
To what extent do these 
activities align with our 
mission or extend it in new 
ways? Are our performance 
metrics for these efforts 
reasonable?
Is there an appropriate bal-
ance between local efforts 
and global efforts? 
Do potential new degree 
programmes make sense? 
What aims are they try-
ing to serve? What types 
of education should we 
be emphasizing, given lo-
cal demands and global 
trends? How will new de-
gree programmes advan-
tage us in the future?
How is the local environ-
ment changing and what 
new needs are emerging? 
How is the global environ-
ment changing? Can and 
should our university re-
spond? What new parties 
or potential stakeholders 
should our university be 
engaging with? 
Performance What are key performance 
indicators for our local im-
pact? Are they being met?
What are our key perfor-
mance indicators for the 
global impact? Are they 
being met?
Given our future directions, 
what local and global in-
dicators now make sense? 
What indicators are no 
longer useful given how 
the context and our efforts 
have changed? 
What is the most import-
ant work that the insti-
tution should be doing 
in the next 5 to 10 years 
locally? Globally? To what 
extent is the university 
organized to get there?
What lessons might we 
learn from other sectors 
that are successfully work-
ing locally and globally? 
2  Some of these questions are modified from Chait (2009), and Chait, Ryan and Taylor (2005) as well as from Trower (2013). 
“The work of boards is and should be complex. Boards need to understand 
and appreciate the diversity of their 
work across the three dimensions of 
accountability, strategy and leadership. 
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Resources Is the university’s budget 
consistent with priorities? 
What share of our money 
is spent on local efforts? 
What share is spent on 
global efforts? Are these 
percentages what is need-
ed? How did we do budget-
arily this year?  
What key investments can 
we make that will have de-
sired returns to advance a 
local and a global agenda? 
What should the balance 
be between local and 
global efforts? Do we have 
the right academic staff 
to drive these priorities? 
What new physical space 
or technological invest-
ments might we need? 
How robust is our busi-
ness model? What are our 
model’s current assump-
tions and how likely are 
they to be reliable in the 
future? What new op-
portunities are emerging 
locally and globally to po-
tentially secure additional 
resources? 
Bridging How many new alliances 
did the university make 
and are they working as 
predicted? What is the ev-
idence of local impact? Of 
global impact? As a board, 
how well did we help bro-
ker such relationships local-
ly and globally?  
What are the emerging 
sectors locally and globally? 
To what extent is their syn-
ergy between what is hap-
pening locally and globally? 
What new alliances and 
partnerships should the 
institution be pursuing? 
What do we as a board 
need to learn? Where can 
we develop needed new 
insight? 
How is the global context 
changing? How is the local 
context changing? What 
are emerging points of 
synergy? 
A checklist for effective governance
The work of governing in a dynamic environment can be challenging. However, boards can and should 
make intentional efforts to be effective. A definition of effective governance by American university 
governance scholar Richard Chait can be extremely helpful in creating a checklist for those governing 
universities and those ensuring effective governance:  
Effective governance entails influential participation in meaningful discussions about consequential matters 
that lead to significant outcomes (Chait, 2009: 2).  
This simple statement, although complex in practice, has four elements that can serve as a template 
for boards to ensure their effectiveness. Furthermore, these four elements must work in tandem. Fail-
ure in any single dimension will lead to ineffective governance. 
» Influential participation: Does the board have on it the right people and to what extent are
their skills, knowledge and talents being fully tapped? Too often boards are not composed of
the right people for the job of governing. In a glocal context, are board members well versed
in global trends and issues as well as local ones? Do they have a firm understanding of trends
in both of these contexts to do the work of governance? Secondly, are these individuals pre-
pared for the tasks of governing? Is there an orientation? Do clear expectations for board
members exist and are they communicated to them?
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» Meaningful discussions: Does the board have the knowledge and ability to engage in mean-
ingful discussions about local as well as global issues? Are board members well informed about
the university’s mission, values and history, as well as future challenges? Are they clear about
the context – the global and local contexts – in which it must operate?
» About consequential matters: Does the board spend its time on substantive matters? Too of-
ten board meetings are full of content that is not sufficiently substantive or consists of too
many presentations without sufficient discussion. To what extent is meeting time used well to
focus on the most important issues (and not simply the urgent ones)? How intentionally are
meeting agendas crafted to ensure that they have the right issues and are allocated appropri-
ate amounts of time? Is sufficient time spent on both global and local issues; on glocal ones?
» That leads to significant institutional outcomes: To what extent is the board confident that its
work adds value to the university? To what extent does the work of the board matter? And how 
does the board know this? Has it conducted an evaluation of its impact and of its meetings?
Building governance capacity
Boards many need to develop new structures or revise their current ones to accommodate glocal is-
sues. For example, the University of Pennsylvania has the Local, National and Global Engagement Com-
mittee of the board, which is atypical in the USA (See Box). An alternative, and more common, strategy is 
to embed such work across board committees. For example, the Academic Affairs Committee addresses 
issues associated with teaching, learning, the curriculum, assessment and faculty. Whereas, new busi-
ness opportunities might fall to the Committee of Commercialization and Economic Development, such 
as exists at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. At the University of La Verne in California, 
the board addresses issues of environmental sustainably across its committees. The Facilities Committee 
discusses the university’s efforts on LEED certified build-
ings, water resources and electrical usage. The Academic 
and Student Affairs Committee learn about new and novel 
curricular issues related to teaching the science and prac-
tice of sustainability, and the Finance Committee discusses 
issues of sustainable financial investment as well as the ROI 
on various capital expenses. 
University of Pennsylvania Board of Trustees:  
Local, National, and Global Engagement Committee Charge
Building on and incorporating the work of the former External Affairs and Neighborhood Initia-
tives Committees, the Local, National, and Global Engagement Committee supports the university 
in its efforts to foster the university’s presence, positive engagement and contributions at every 
level from our West Philadelphia neighborhoods to the global arena. Recognizing that international 
scholarly/academic initiatives are within the purview of the Academic Policy Committee, the Com-
mittee is concerned with how best to build on the university’s extensive international network of 
alumni, students, parents, faculty and friends to promote and effectively communicate Penn as a 
global leader in education, research, public policy, service and environmental responsibility.
“Boards may need to develop new structures or revise their current 
ones to accommodate glocal issues. 
>> 297 T.O.C.
Conclusion: elevating purpose
This chapter has asked and answered many questions that are arguably essential to governance in a 
glocal context. However, it has yet to address what might be the most important but often unasked 
question: For what purpose governance? 
The common refrain regarding most problems with governance is that the roles and responsibilities 
of governance participants – academic staff, administrators, trustees, the government – need to be 
clarified (American Association of University Professors, 1995; AGB, 2015). More clarity equates with 
better governance, goes the argument. An alternative view is that most problems arise not because 
governance participants do not know what to do, but because they do not find the work meaningful 
or engaging. Chait, Ryan and Taylor (2006) argue that purpose is what really matters to governance:
What if one of the central problems plaguing the board is not, in fact, uncertainty about its important roles 
and responsibilities, but rather a lack of compelling purpose in the first place? We maintain that many 
board members are ineffectual not just because they are confused about their role but because they are 
dissatisfied with their role. They do not do the job well because the job does not strike them as worth doing 
(Ibid, 15-16). 
Nothing could be more challeng-
ing for university governance 
when the members do not be-
lieve their efforts matter. Pur-
pose is essential for effective 
governance. The question for boards in a glocal context is simply: For what purpose are we governing 
this university as the world is changing? Asking such a question in the boardroom should sharpen the 
focus and help boards craft their reason for governing. To do so in light of the university’s mission will 
be powerful.
As the environment changes and the demands on universities evolve in ways that require a local and a 
glocal focus and set of priorities, governing bodies will need to develop the mechanisms and skill to ad-
dress this question and the ones it spurs, and then to put their answer into practice. This is no small task. 
“The question for boards in a glocal context is simply: For what purpose are we governing this university as 
the world is changing? 
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